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December 19 , 1991 
Ms. Mary Noonan 
Utah Court of Appeals 
400 Midtown Plaza 
230 South 500 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 
Dear Ms* Noonan: 
Re: State v. John Ouas 
Case No. 890601-CA 
I am writing this letter of supplemental authority 
pursuant to Utah Rule of Appellate Procedure 24 (j). 
In support of my argument that the trial court should 
have exercised its jurisdiction to quash the magistrate's 
defective bindover order, I would like to cite as supplemental 
authority the recent Utah Supreme Court case, State v. Humphrey, 
Gordan and Mathews, Case No. 900434, filed December 18, 1991. 
The entire opinion is relevant to the question concerning the 
trial court's jurisdiction to quash the defective bindover order. 
The arguments concerning the district court's 
jurisdiction over bindover quashal appear at pages 27 through 32 
of Mr. Quas' opening brief, at pages 11 through 12 of Appellee's 
brief, and at pages 3 through 5 of Mr. Quas' reply brief. 
I would also like to cite the portions of the Humphrey 
opinion indicating that improper bindover orders fail to invoke 
the district courts' original jurisdiction, at pages 2 through 4 
and 7, and footnote 2 of the Humphrey opinion. I am citing 
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these portions of the Humphrey opinion as support for the 
argument that the improper refiling of the information does not 
constitute harmless error in Mr. Quas' case. 
The general argument concerning the harmless error 
question has been addressed by both parties in supplemental 
briefs. The specific argument that the defective bindover order 
failed to invoke the district court's jurisdiction appears at 
pages 8 through 10 of Mr. Quas' supplemental brief. 
In the event that the Court would like full briefing 
on the impact of the Humphrey opinion in this case, I would be 
happy to provide it. 
EH:kll 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
DELIVERED original and seven copies of the foregoing 
to the Utah Court of Appeals, 400 Midtown Plaza, 230 South 500 
East, Salt Lake City, Utah 84102, and a copy of the foregoing to 
the Attorney General's Office, 236 State Capitol, Salt Lake City, 
Utah 84114, this day of December, 1991. 
